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Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Bruce A. Larson.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

A. I am a Senior Energy Engineer in the Electric Section, Engineering Department, 

Energy Division of the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission"). 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

A. I will respond to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Kirit Shah of AmerenCIPS. 

Q. Has Mr. Shah’s rebuttal testimony caused you to support AmerenCIPS’ 

petition in this case? 

A. No.  AmerenCIPS, through Mr. Shah’s rebuttal testimony, has changed its stated 

reason for wanting its new transmission line.  Mr. Shah now states that the line is 

needed in order to meet AmerenCIPS’ long standing engineering and planning 

criterion, but his rebuttal testimony raises additional questions about how 

AmerenCIPS decided it needed the new transmission line. 

 

 At this point in the case, the issue seems to be AmerenCIPS’ selective 

adherence to its own engineering and planning criteria.  I do not believe that Mr. 

Shah has presented the AmerenCIPS criteria in a way that is credible. 

 

 Mr. Shah is trying to support AmerenCIPS’ petition by claiming that the 

Commission must allow AmerenCIPS to comply with its engineering and planning 

criteria.  However, Mr. Shah has not provided a copy of these criteria and he has 
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not explained how AmerenCIPS apparently applied judgment in deciding not to 

comply with these criteria in December 1999 when it first learned of a 10 MW 

generation limitation at the Gibson City plant.  Mr. Shah has also not explained 

how AmerenCIPS applied judgment in deciding that a 40 MW limitation is too big 

to ignore. 

 

 The reasons Mr. Shah included in his rebuttal testimony for wanting the proposed 

transmission line seem more plausible than the reasons in his direct testimony.  

However, Mr. Shah did not provide enough information for me to support his 

position. 

 

Q. Please summarize how AmerenCIPS has developed its case to prove the 

proposed transmission line is needed. 

A. AmerenCIPS’ Petition for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

(“Certificate”) for a new 138 kV transmission line states the following pertaining to 

the need for the line: 

In order to provide necessary transmission line capacity to 
transmit the full output of generation from an AmerenCIPS’ 
Network Resource located in Gibson City, Illinois during a 
single contingency event, AmerenCIPS proposes to 
construct, operate and maintain an approximately 17 mile, 
138 kV, three-phase, multigrounded, transmission line, and 
to conduct a utility business in connection therewith.  
Petitioner’s analysis justifying the need for the proposed line 
is more fully set forth in the Direct Testimony of Kiritkumar S. 
Shah, which is attached hereto as AmerenCIPS Exhibit No. 
1.0  (Petition, pp.1-2.) 
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The only statement in Mr. Shah’s direct testimony that attempts to justify the 

construction of the line is on page 4, lines 61-65, where he states the following: 

The proposed line is needed to provide adequate outlet 
transmission capacity for one of AmerenCIPS designated 
Network Resources, during a transmission facility outage 
condition.  The additional transmission capacity will enhance 
reliability of service to Ameren customers, particularly those 
in the Ford County area. (Direct Testimony of Kiritkumar S. 
Shah, p. 4.) 
 

 In my direct testimony, I stated that I opposed construction of the proposed line 

on the grounds that the line would not provide any reliability benefits to 

AmerenCIPS customers in the Ford County area, with one exception.  That 

exception is AmerenEnergy Generating (“AEG”), the owner of the Gibson City 

power plant. 

Q. Why did you oppose construction of the proposed new line in your direct 

testimony? 

A. Under Section 8-406 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“Act”), AmerenCIPS needs 

to demonstrate “that the proposed construction is necessary to provide adequate, 

reliable, and efficient service to its customers and is the least-cost means of 

satisfying the service needs of its customers.”  Despite claims to the contrary, 

AmerenCIPS does not need the proposed new line to provide reliable service to 

customers in the Ford County area. 

Q. Did Mr. Shah, in his rebuttal testimony, address the alleged lack of benefits 

to anyone other than AEG ? 

A. No.  I did not find any such testimony. 
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Q. Has Mr. Shah’s rebuttal testimony caused you to support AmerenCIPS’ 

petition in this case? 

A. No. 

Q. Has AmerenCIPS, through Mr. Shah’s rebuttal testimony, changed its 

stated reason for wanting its new transmission line? 

A. Yes.  Mr. Shah now states that the failure of the Commission to grant a 

Certificate  in this proceeding for building the proposed 17 mile, 138 kV electric 

transmission line in Ford County, Illinois from AmerenCIPS’ Gibson City South 

Substation to AmerenCIPS’ Paxton East Substation: (1) would require 

AmerenCIPS to violate its long-standing engineering and planning criteria; (2) 

could have an adverse effect on the overall reliability of the interconnected 

transmission system, including Illinois; and (3) could have an adverse effect on 

the competitive generation market in Illinois. 

 

 While he does not state his position in exactly these words, I understand Mr. 

Shah’s position to be that AmerenCIPS cannot provide adequate and reliable 

service to the Gibson City power plant without upgrading its transmission system 

and that the proposed new transmission line is the best way to make that 

upgrade. 

Q. Please discuss the first reason Mr. Shah provided. 

A. The North American Electric Reliability Council (“NERC”) rules are shown in 

Attachment A of my rebuttal testimony.  The NERC planning criterion that Mr. 

Shah referred to is shown as Category B on Table I of the Transmission System 
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standard.  Transmission planners consider the NERC rules as decision rules for 

planning additions to the transmission system.  Planners decide to take action so 

that the rules are not violated.  Category B requires that for an event resulting in 

the loss of a single element,1 there shall be no loss of demand or curtailed firm 

transfers.  Curtailment of the output of AEG’s Gibson City plant qualifies as a 

curtailed firm transfer. 

Q. Please discuss the second and third reasons stated by Mr. Shah. 

.

A. I think the second and third reasons are not decisions rules at all; rather, these 

are the result, or outcome, of not following the NERC rules.  There is not a set of 

documented industry standard rules that support these positions, as are the 

NERC rules.  What follows pertains to the NERC first contingency engineering 

and planning criterion. 

Q. Is it correct that AmerenCIPS proposed this new transmission line only 

after AEG added 30 MW to the Gibson City power plant? 

A. That is correct.  AEG originally proposed only a 206 MW plant.  Later, AEG 

decided to upgrade the plant to 236 MW. 

Q. Did AmerenCIPS meet its first contingency criterion before the 30 MW was 

added? 

A. No.  Before the 30 MW upgrade to the generation plant, the transmission system 

would be overloaded by about 10 MW during a first contingency.  The fact that a 

 

1 Also referred to as single contingency or first contingency  
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first contingency would cause 10 MW overload is discussed on page four of my 

direct testimony. 

Q. Have you inquired why a 10 MW overload does not violate the first 

contingency criterion while a 40 MW overload does violate the first 

contingency criterion? 

A. Yes, I did.  The question and answer is shown on Attachment B of my rebuttal 

testimony and is AmerenCIPS’ response to data request ENG 6.4.  In the 

response, AmerenCIPS states that it strictly follows the single contingency 

criterion.  That statement suggests that AmerenCIPS would have proposed to 

build this line, or some other upgrade, for the previously existing 10 MW 

generation limitation.  However, AmerenCIPS has known of the 10 MW limitation 

since it began planning for the Gibson City plant back in December of 1999, and 

has done nothing about it until now.  (See Staff Exhibit 2.1.)  I think AmerenCIPS 

should explain this discrepancy to the Commission. 

 

 Clearly, a utility must apply engineering judgment when applying any engineering 

criterion.  AmerenCIPS should have considered the size of the generation 

limitation, the cost to remove the generation limitation, and the probability the 

generation limitation would actually occur when applying its first contingency 

transmission planning criterion to this certificate case.  I believe that is exactly 

what AmerenCIPS most likely did until it decided to file its petition in this case.  I 

do not know how AmerenCIPS decided that it was time to build a new 
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transmission line and eliminate the limitation.  AmerenCIPS has not provided that 

information. 

 

 In my direct testimony, I established that the probability of a forced outage of one 

of the existing lines, the first contingency, is very low.  But this simple probability 

is not the correct measure for the first contingency criterion.  The correct 

probability is the joint probability that the single contingency occurs at the same 

time as AEG requires the full output of the Gibson City plant.  This joint 

probability is very low because it combines two improbable events.  I believe this 

event is very close to a Category C NERC event, which is the outage of two or 

more transmission elements. 

 

 The size of the limitation is also important.  A five million dollar upgrade to 

remove, for example, a 100 MW limitation, should be considered differently than 

a five million dollar upgrade to remove a one megawatt limitation.  This example 

also demonstrates the importance of cost in the overall decision making process. 
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Q. What could AmerenCIPS do to satisfy you that it has made the correct 

decision and that the proposed line should be built? 

A. AmerenCIPS could fully explain its decision making process.  It could explain 

why it found a 10 MW limitation tolerable and decided not to do anything to 

eliminate that limitation.  It could explain why it has come to a different conclusion 

about the latest 40 MW limitation.  It could answer the following questions and 

provide the following information: 

• Provide a copy of the engineering and planning criteria that Mr. Shah refers to 

in his rebuttal testimony. 

• Explain whether the engineering and planning criteria that apply to the 10 and 

40 MW limitations are the same or different. 

• Explain any factors that affected AmerenCIPS’ decisions to ignore the 10 MW 

limitation, but eliminate the 40 MW limitation. 

• Explain how the size increase of the limitation from 10 to 40 MW changed the 

outcome of whatever analyses AmerenCIPS performed and provide a copy of 

those analyses. 

• Explain the outcome that AmerenCIPS predicts if it fails to build the new 138 

kV line. 

• Estimate the probability that the 40 MW limitation will occur at the same time 

that AEG desires to operate its plant at full output in the future. 
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• Estimate the probable duration of any forced plant output limitations that 

might occur over one year, five years, and ten years as a result of not building 

the new line. 

• Explain how the probable amount of AEG’s resulting lost revenue from forced 

plant output limitations compares to the $5 million dollar cost of the new line. 

Q. Does AEG need the full output of the Gibson City plant to meet its 

obligation to supply the full requirements of AmerenCIPS? 

A. I do not know and neither AmerenCIPS nor AEG have provided any information 

in this case concerning that issue.  I do have a load and resource statement 

dated 09/25/2000, from Ameren Services that shows a substantial surplus of 

capacity in 2002 and later years.  The surplus starts at about 1200 MW in 2002 

and goes up to about 1600 MW in 2004.  If these figures remain correct today, 

the entire Gibson City plant is not needed to serve AmerenCIPS’ load, much less 

the additional 40 MW. 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes. 
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AmerenCIPS’ Response to
ICC Staff’s Data Request
ICC Dock No. 01-0620

Company Person Responsible: Kirit Shah
                              Title: Supervising Engineer
                  Business Address: 1901 Chouteau Avenue

St. Louis, MO  63103
                                    Phone: (314) 554-3542

ENG 6.4 How does AmerenCIPS trade off strict compliance with its single
contingency planning criteria and the number of megawatts of limitations?
For example, strict compliance was not necessary at a 10 MW limitation but
was necessary at a 40 MW limitation.

Response: AmerenCIPS does not trade off single contingency planning criteria with
respect to number of megawatts of generation limitation.  In planning for
transmission, AmerenCIPS does not allow generation capacity to be limited
by the outage of any transmission segment.
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